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In its relations with the Republic of Moldova (and other CIS states) the European Union 
has always striven not to raise our hopes regarding the possibility of becoming EU 
members some day. Although we do not agree with this attitude it is understandable: the 
EU has serious problems related to the evolution of the current members’ integration on 
the one hand, and to the expanding and accession to the EU of new members on the other 
hand. However the enlargement itself has played in a way a nasty trick on the Europeans: 
the EU becomes a close neighbour of the very states it does not want to accept as future 
members – Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus. As for Russia, which has been its neighbour 
for a while, the terms are different, the vicinity being wanted but still feared. 
 
In this context, it is interesting that a year ago Great Britain (probably because of their 
lack of neighbours) suggested that we call ourselves, as well as Belarus and Ukraine, not 
merely neighbours but special neighbours of the EU. 
 
Certainly the first question to rise was – what kind of status could  this be? Actually we 
had some idea about what we would like– to travel freely throughout Europe, to have the 
possibility to get a job, to receive higher salaries, to save for a pension that would be  
sufficient for a decent living. But Europe is not ready yet for that, it can barely figure out 
how to provide all of these, starting with May 2004, for the population of its 10 new 
members, to which Romania and Bulgaria will probably adhere in 2007. Moreover, the so 
called regional approach of the EU towards Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus, three former 
Soviet republics being viewed without taking into consideration any differences between 
them does not allow the Europeans to offer anything acceptable for each of them 
separately. 
 
Therefore, we find ourselves in a situation which is bad and good at the same time. Bad 
because the European Union is not able to accept Ukraine as a EU member in the nearest 
future and any other proposal would refer to actions implemented at a slow pace and with 
difficulty (for example the establishment of a free trade area). We cannot wait for so 
long, especially considering that according to the same logic we might  wait until not 
only the relations with Ukraine are clarified but the relations with Russia as well 
(actually, so far the implementation of the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement  - 
PCA – and all other EU relations with CIS members have been promoted in a 
chronological order by the EU – first with Russia, second with Ukraine and then with 
Moldova and other countries). Thus, the best part of the situation is that since there is no 
point in waiting, we have to speak up finally and say what we want. 
 
The moment is all the more favourable since after a series of statements that our objective 
is joining the EU, the first national institution intended to contribute to bringing us close 
to the European Union – The National Commission for the European Integration was 
created.  This Commission, if it continues to exist, first of all should state how are we to 
proceed in order to get closer to Europe, what path to choose, what are we going to do 
and what are we expecting from the EU. 
 
The creation of this Commission has raised discussions concerning the same issue: is this 
a  demonstrative step meant to delude both us and the Europeans?  This is because 
together with the increase in the number of statements at all levels on our future 
adherence to the EU, the number of statements on intensifying the cooperation within 
CIS, joining the Euro-Asian Economic Community, adhering to Russia-Belarus Union 
etc. increased as well. However, it seems that in reality less credible are exactly the latter 
statements of attitude, since even if the CIS had opened for us a bright outlook, as in the 
case Austria or Germany, or at least Portugal or Greece, we would have turned 
completely towards East a long time ago. Nevertheless people understand the difference 
between the EU, which is strengthening its positions and prospers, and the CIS which 
according to its own leaders has accomplished its task of peaceful disintegration of the 
Soviet Union and now is about to disintegrate itself.       
Indeed, while general living standards keep improving in the EU, in the CIS it is the case 
only for those few that managed to get rich. While citizens of the EU member states  
travel freely unimpeded by borders, visa regimes are introduced within the CIS. The 
circulation of  labor, goods, services and capital is becoming even more free,  while CIS 
is at the stage when disloyal competition leads to severe restrictions. The EU adopted a 
single currency – the Euro, calculated as the weighed mean value of the national 
currencies, even if not all of them were equally stable or valuable. Nonetheless, Russia is  
still trying to  impose the Ruble as single currency either for the Euro-Asian Economic 
Community, or for the single economic space  which it intends to create, etc. Certainly, 
the Russian Ruble has a larger coverage than the other currencies  from the CIS, but  to 
accept it means to automatically accept the Russian policy of hegemony.  (Some might 
say that everybody accepts the dollar, but the difference is that it is done voluntarily). 
Therefore, the developments in the CIS and the EU are characterized by opposite 
tendencies. The first ones to notice that are those over 200  thousand  our compatriots, 
which are illegally working in the EU. It seems that the closeness to the EU has opened 
the eyes of those who stayed home, and even those who rule the country. Hence, knowing 
that our future, and especially the future of our children  lies with Europe, we must ask 
ourselves when and where have we failed  that we lag so far behind? And will there be 
another chance for us? 
For ten years Moldova has maintained relations with the European Union,  but progress 
was  made much more slowly than in the case of other European states. There can be 
listed a number  of reasons which led to this, among the most significant ones being the 
following: 
- the Transnistria conflict and the involvement of Russia, particularly the deployment 
of Russian troops  on the territory of the Republic of Moldova; 
- the perception of Moldova by the EU as a former Soviet republic, a state member of 
the CIS and not a European country; 
- the policy of the neighbour states of Romania and Ukraine, their relations with 
Moldova; 
- the absence of an external lobby similar to the one in the case of the Baltic States; 
- slowing down or even the reversal of reforms in some cases; 
- the lack of a clear external direction in the country’s management; 
- the lack of significant  actions taken on the internal plane to bring us closer to the EU; 
- the lack of a clear standpoint on joining the EU. 
On the one hand, all of the above-mentioned facts have led to the lagging far behind of 
the Republic of Moldova in the relations with the EU relative to other countries from  
Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. It is most obvious if we analyze the political situation 
in the country and the general developments in the society, some of which have been  
criticized by the Council of Europe right before the Republic of Moldova took over the 
presidency of the Council of Ministers of  this organization. 
On the other hand,  an actual integration in the CIS or in the new structures emerging on 
its ruins does not seem very appealing. It is clear that Belarus, which is not very keen on 
maintaining relations with the EU and vice versa, will  follow Russia  in every way, while 
we will be regarded anyway as second-hand participants in the Russia-Belarus Union or 
other similar structures.                       
So what shall we do, or can we do anything at all? The European Union is expanding to 
Prut river. If by mistake the EU border was placed not on the Romanian - Moldovan 
border, but on the border between Moldova and Ukraine (by the way rounding off the 
future frontier between the EU and Ukraine), nobody in Brussels would notice the error.  
That is because Moldova is a very small country, and on both banks of Prut river the 
language spoken is Romanian, the climate is the same, agriculture is similar too, and the 
industry does not differ much from the Romanian one.   
If the border remained on Prut river, but the border between Moldova and Ukraine  
incidentally disappeared, then again nobody in Brussels would  notice any difference. 
Indeed, the climate is similar, everybody speaks Russian, the land is cultivated the same 
way, the economy functions (or rather does not function) about the same.  
Then what holds us back to take one direction or another? And where are we heading? 
Let us discuss  all of the above-mentioned in more detail. 
                                                                                                                                                                              
1. The Transnistrian conflict is not an unsurpassable obstacle to joining the EU. In a 
way until recently nobody really wanted here to solve this conflict, while the society as a 
whole was quite indifferent to this problem. Putting aside the potential consequences of 
the current government, one must admit that so far no government has done as much as 
the present leadership in terms of  solving the Transnistrian conflict. 
Thus, there has been some progress in this area, but let us see where it will take us in the 
end. However, for the process of  integration of Moldova in the EU it is important that 
there be examples where candidates or members of the EU become countries which have 
not solved different internal conflicts. Thus Cyprus has been involved in a conflict for a 
much longer time than the Transnistrian one and even recently a new attempt  to reunite 
Cyprus undertaken by the General Secretary of the United Nations Kofi Annan has failed. 
Nonetheless, despite this fact, the Greek part of Cyprus has been accepted by the EU as a 
full member state which provides us with additional arguments in our debates with the 
European Union.  
Bosnia and Herzegovina is a country which is actually a UN protectorate, and in which 
there are three governments, three armies etc., and there is a separatist Serbian Republic. 
However, this country is included in the Process of Stabilization and Association which 
gives clear prospects of integration in the EU. 
 
The Federation  of Serbia and Montenegru includes Kosovo region which is under the 
authority of the UNO and OSCE. 
Macedonia has serious problems with the Albanian minority. 
 
Finally, there is a sufficient number of member-states and even founder states of the EU 
where conflicts exists. This refers to the Basques in Spain, the Corsica issue in France, 
Northern Ireland in Great Britain, and the Walloons and Flemings in Belgium, etc. 
As for Russia’s involvement, it should be mentioned that as long as Russian troops 
continue to remain on the territory of Moldova, their presence will be of great support to 
Transnistrian separatists. The situation is changing in this sense too, but very gradually, 
and at present it is not clear whether Russia wants to maintain its influence over Moldova  
through its army and Trasnistrian separatists, or rather through our debts and other 
economic mechanisms. Today it looks like both approaches are used, although the 
tendency is mostly to use economic dependency. 
Russia’s involvement cannot be completely excluded, but it can be  diminished to a 
certain extent due to the fact that relations between the EU and Russia have become  
more dynamic since the moment president Putin came to the conclusion  that establishing 
a partnership  with  the West constitutes the  only  way for Russia to regain its great 
world power status.  In this connection Western states believe that the interest is mutual 
and for this reason  any EU policy towards countries from the “border zone” (Ukraine, 
Belarus and Moldova) will be promoted  taking into consideration the Russian interests. 
This point of view is supported by the following factors [1]: 
- intensification of Russia’s efforts to  penetrate European and World markets, including 
through the tendency  to create a single European economic space  and join the WTO; 
- strengthening of  Russia’s position as principal  market and investor for Ukraine, 
Belarus and Moldova; 
- maintaining  a very slow pace of reforms in these three countries, which expresses the 
tendency “the EU together with Russia” and not “before Russia”(Ukraine), as well as 
“staying outside Europe”(Belarus); 
- intensification of the political dialogue between the EU and Russia  makes possible the 
discussion of common interest matters, such as the process of reformation in Belarus or 
solving the Transnistrian conflict. 
 
2. From Brussels Moldova is looked upon only as a part of the Soviet territory. It has 
been already said that  at best the policy towards Moldova is  developed and promoted as  
part of a common policy concerning Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova. It is significant  that 
Moldova has been so far the only state in Europe where the EU has not yet opened a 
diplomatic mission, all policies for Moldova being coordinated by the EU Delegation for 
Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova residing in Kiev.  
 
Although Moldova is the only CIS state member of the Stability Pact, member of South 
East Europe Cooperative Initiative, the only CIS state beneficiary of the USA’s Action 
Plan for the South-Eastern Europe, the only western CIS state member of the WTO, and 
nevertheless the EU preserves a “regional” approach towards Moldova.  
 
Recently the situation seems to have changed in some degree. Moldova was included, as 
it has been mentioned, in the British Initiative of granting the status of special neighbours 
to Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus, as well as in the Polish Initiative known under the 
name of Eastern Dimension [2], together with the other two countries and Russia. 
Besides the regional approach these documents reflect the some initial attempts to tackle 
individually  each country including Moldova. However the European Commission’s 
Communication  [3] “ Enlarged Europe – neighbourhood: a new framework for Relations 
with our Eastern and Southern neighbours” adopted on March 11 of this year seems to 
put an end both to EU debates and our hopes of  joining the EU in the foreseeable future. 
 
At a first glance our relations with the EU based on the new neighbourhood perspective 
will progress markedly as the reference document offers us the possibility to collaborate 
with the EU in the following areas: 
 
- expanding of the internal market and regulation structures; 
- preferential commercial relations and market opening; 
- prospects for legal migration and transit of persons; 
- more intense cooperation in the prevention and control of risks to security; 
- more active political involvement of the EU in the prevention of conflicts and 
mitigation of crises; 
- increasing efforts with a view to promoting human rights and cultural cooperation as 
well as consolidation of mutual understanding; 
- integration into the transport, power and telecommunications networks as well as into 
the European research sector; 
- new instruments for promotion and protection of investments; 
- supporting the process of integration in the world trade system; 
- enhancing assistance better adjusted to the needs; 
- new financing sources. 
 
The problem is that these possibilities are offered not only to us but also to Russia, 
Ukraine and Belarus at the same time. Without being opposed, we have to notice that it is 
hard to believe that for example free circulation in the EU space will be permitted in the 
near future to over 210 million people from the western CIS states even if not all of them 
will travel concurrently.       
Moreover, the Commission’s Communication does not take into consideration, nor does 
it  even mention the fact that Moldova  is a  South-Eastern European country member of 
the Stability Pact.  This way, the EU has practically ignored all the efforts made by our 
diplomats over the last four years, again placing Moldova only in the CIS. 
 
3. The geographic position between  Romania and Ukraine is not as favourable as that 
of the Czech Republic or Hungary. That is due to the fact that Ukraine  is not in the least 
regarded as a country candidate for accession to the EU, while Romania, in its turn,  
being a candidate, will not be part of the EU in the near future, even the final date of  
2007 being contested sometimes in Europe  because of the more modest progress made 
by Romania and Bulgaria relative to other countries in the implementation of reforms and 
the enforcement of the provisions of the Association Agreement. Thus, the geographic 
space that we belong to does not  draw much of attention  from the European Union. 
On the other hand, Romania has been already included in the Schengen space, has been  
invited to join NATO, and will become its member in 2004, and it is certain that sooner 
or later it will become member of the EU. Ukraine in its turn, despite the lack of clear 
prospects, as well as trying to promote a policy independent of Russia, stated that it 
would like to join NATO and the EU. This step was probably due to the fact that some 
leaders of the EU (the Chancellor of Germany  Schroeder, the Italian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Ruggiero) visiting Kiev in 2001 endorsed the conclusion of an Association 
Agreement with Ukraine. 
In this situation, where there are both advantages and disadvantages owing to our 
geographic position, it is imperative to explore the positive aspects. The issue consists in 
the fact that during the last years Moldova’s relations with these two neighbour countries 
have deteriorated, which must be remedied immediately. 
 
4.Who could lobby for Moldova in its efforts to accede to the EU? Experience shows that 
by no means the EU states, nor the candidate ones (with one exception), as in this respect 
they resemble Moldova: just statements and no actions. Our advocates, despite the less 
than splendid neighbourhood relations, could actually be Romania and Ukraine. 
Romania, which comparative  to  any other country will always have special  relations 
with and interests in Moldova, is looking for good cooperation and  provision of a secure 
climate  in the proximity of its borders. 
Ukraine could also support Moldova, not out of neighbourly spirit or friendship, but out 
of desire to turn from a former soviet republic into a real regional European power.  This 
is reflected by the fact that so far  Ukraine has not  ratified the CIS Foundation  
Agreement  and  Statute, and although it participates in the CIS activities   it can always 
take an individual position. For the same reason, but also upon an analysis of the possible 
developments in the CIS and Europe, Ukraine tends to promote an active and sometimes 
even aggressive policy towards European integration already requiring, as it has been  
mentioned,  membership of the EU and NATO. If Ukraine becomes associate member of 
the EU, even with rather remote prospects of becoming a full member, then the EU’s 
attitude towards the similar request from Moldova could be much more favourable than 
at the moment. In the same connection we can expect that the EU to support Russia’s 
initiative of creating a single European economic space, especially since this is one of the 
provisions of the future EU policy for Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova, therefore 
we have equal chances to be automatically included in this space (and not thanks to our 
merits), which will make a little easier our accession to the EU.  
 
5. As for reforms, the situation seems to be really bad. First of all there is no general 
concept of the reforms that have to be implemented or on how to implement them. 
Reforms take place in the whole world, the most eloquent example being the EU which is 
undergoing radical reforms connected to its enlargement. As for us, reforms are used as a 
scare-crow for the society and not as an instrument for its democratization. 
In this sense one of the most vivid examples is the situation in the field of the local public 
administration. The reform was launched in 1998 with good intentions but without a solid 
preparation, without informing the society  about the costs and benefits of such a reform. 
Therefore it was not at all difficult for those interested, especially being on opposite side, 
to sustain anything without the possibility of being contradicted with serious arguments. 
Actually the debates did not go further the point that some could not accept the word 
“judet”, while others resented the word “rayon”. Both the number and the size of the 
former and new administrative territorial units were motivated during discussions only 
from the standpoint of the expenditures necessary  to finance the apparatus. In reality the 
size of judets (except for Taraclia judet) was selected according to the European 
statistical mean size in order to ensure financial autonomy and decentralization of 
services. Furthermore, the development of judets should have led to the transformation of 
former rayon centers, that became judet centres, into industrial, cultural and scientific 
centres.  It is evident that once we return to rayons, these objectives could not be 
achieved anymore. 
However, reforms as a whole, a great deal of which have  seriously affected the most 
vulnerable layers of the society, can and should be continued, for, as the experience of 
states all around the world has demonstrated, this is a process  through which all 
countries have to go. It depends on the society but also on external factors  how fast and 
efficiently the reforms will be implemented, and in this respect the future vicinity of the 
EU is a strong stimulus and an essential contribution to the promotion of reforms. Again, 
another very good example in this connection are the twelve EU accession states where 
the promotion of democratic reforms has led to the general increase of the population’s 
welfare in a relatively short period of time. As a chain reaction the fact that Central and 
Eastern European countries have obtained the status of associate members has led to  
massive investments.  Thus, in the past ten years Poland attracted investment in the 
amount of 38 billion dollars, the Czech Republic – 28 billion, Romania – 10 billion. In its 
turn, the economy of the Republic of Moldova in the same period of time attracted only 
six hundred million, 16 fold less than Romania and that also in the absence of domestic    
investments.  
 
6. The lack of a clear external direction of the country’s leadership, as well as of 
important actions taken internally to come closer to the EU characterizes our present 
situation. The actions of the current leadership seem to be more decisive than those of the 
previous governments. However it remains to be seen when they pass from statements to 
actions. A negative example in this sense is that after the creation of the National 
Commission for European Integration have already elapsed five months but it has not 
started to operate. 
 
7. The European Union’s message. Actually this message has been absent in our 
relations with the EU. Only now, when we are about to become neighbours, the EU is 
urged to redefine more clearly the prospects of relations with us. In this context the 
release of the above-mentioned European Commission’s Communication is very 
significant. 
The impression is that the EU, concerned with its unprecedented enlargement problems, 
has postponed the discussions about its relations with the future members “for some other 
time”. But this “time” has come and the EU is not yet ready. As for Ukraine, it is obvious 
that the present European Union is not ready to accept a country the size and population 
of France but with the economic and social chaos of Russia. But what would be the 
reasons that the EU is adamantly opposed to having an individual dialogue with 
Moldova. 
It is hard to say. Anyway, it seems that if we do not  make any attempts ourselves than 
we shall stay forever outside the European Union. Even benefiting some day (who knows 
when) from those four liberties, we will still remain outside the European Union as we 
would not be allowed to participate in the decision making process. If this is not to our 
liking, what should Moldova’s reaction be, what should we say that we want?  
 
I. Moldova has the right to become member of the EU, there are sufficient premises 
for this.  
 
The arguments in favor of this position are the following:     
- Moldova has been and it is situated in Europe; 
- although it is a former Soviet Republic, it should not constitute an impediment for 
Moldova’s integration in the EU, as proved by the Baltic States’ experience; 
- in the present union of former soviet republics, dominated by Russia, the economic 
and political dependence of Moldova will be maintained, it will be impossible to 
strengthen the Moldovan state, which will continue to  have negative effects  on the 
social and economic development; 
- the Republic of Moldova has no chances of becoming a prosperous country and 
provide decent living standards to its citizens, if in order to achieve this objective  it 
depends on the collaboration with other states ( for instance from the CIS) that are in 
a similar difficult situation, on the contrary , only cooperating with  wealthy and 
powerful states (such as the EU state members) can we extricate ourselves from the 
impasse;   
- Russia is also a rich and powerful country, but without the cooperation of the West it 
cannot use its  wealth, besides it promotes its policy in the absence of a clearly 
established framework unlike the great powers of the EU; 
- although the declaration of independence  practically coincided with  Moldova’s 
joining the CIS, in those 12 years that have passes since that moment Moldova did 
not really fit in the new structure, but rather integrated in almost all the European 
structures to which it could adhere without the EU membership; 
- in the same context it should be mentioned that the Republic of Moldova was the first 
CIS country to be admitted to the Council of Europe, one of the first states from the 
CIS  that became member of the World Trade Organization, the only CIS state that 
founded the South East Europe Cooperative Initiative, an the only CIS country 
member of the Stability Pact  for the South-Eastern Europe; 
- Moldova is a small country for which  external factors at the present stage  have a 
decisive role, and the inclusion of which in the EU could  not create financial, 
political or social problems; 
- the EU has to delineate anyway the boundaries for its enlargement, which in the 
foreseeable future will not include Ukraine, Belarus and Russia; 
- the EU cannot avoid another enlargement (apart from the ones in 2004 and 2007), 
when Croatia, Albania, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Serbian and 
Montenegro Federation will probably join the EU. 
As a conclusion, the EU should make exceptions in its policy towards the CIS states and 
promote its relations with Moldova based not on a regional, but on an individual 
approach. The EU should state that Moldova can become member of the EU, 
specifying the following: 
a) Moldova can become associate member of the EU by the year 2007  if it  meets a 
series of requirements.  With a view to this, Moldova  must immediately  submit the 
association application, and subsequently,  during 2004-2005, should fulfill a number of 
conditions (to be specified), which would permit to sign the Association Agreement at the 
beginning of 2006. In the 2006-2007 period the procedure of approval of the Association 
Agreement by the EU member states could take place, and the process of Moldova’s pre-
accession could continue. 
An alternative could be signing a Stabilization and Association Agreement with the EU. 
In both cases it is necessary to have an analysis of the situation and a motivation for 
choosing the proposed variant. 
b) Moldova can become member of the EU by 2010-2014, if it strictly implements the 
provisions of the Association Agreement or of the Stabilization and Association 
Agreement. 
 
II. Immediate Actions to be undertaken by the EU. 
 
II.1. Asymmetrical opening of the EU market  for Moldovan merchandise. At 
present Moldova’s trade with the EU constitutes an extremely small part of the total 
community trade (in 2000 the trade between Moldova and the EU amounted to 336 
million Euro, or 0,04% of the external trade of the EU, [4]). If today the EU market  was 
open for all agricultural produce from Moldova, Moldova would still cover only 0,006% 
of the market [3].  These figures will decrease significantly starting with May 2004, when  
the EU will be joined by countries that are much bigger agricultural producers than 
Moldova. 
Therefore, the EU would not feel the impact of this step, while the Moldovan producers, 
having the possibility to gain access to the EU market would be able to adjust to the  EU 
standards and norms without the risk of bankruptcy which could certainly happen  if we 
opened now our market to the EU producers. This openness will actually contribute to  an 
actual implementation of the Acquis Communitaire in the field  of production, trade and 
services, etc. 
II.2. Adherence of Moldova to the Process of Stabilization and Association. The fact 
that Moldova  has been admitted to the Stability Pact, but not to the Process of 
Stabilization and Association (actually not even to the South East Europe Cooperative 
Process, SEECP), substantially reduces the value of our cooperation within the 
framework of the Pact.   It is well-known that the other countries  accepted in the Pact 
particularly appreciate this because of  the prospects of accession to the EU given by the 
signing of  the Stabilization and Association Agreement. If Moldova signed  such an 
agreement, the EU would no longer have to  make exceptions for Moldova and sign  an 
Association Agreement thus raising  hopes in Ukraine (and eventually in Belarus, after 
Lukashenko leaves the post of president). 
II.3.The involvement in the  settlement of the Transnistrian conflict. The European 
Union may use its international authority  and financial resources (not necessarily large 
amounts, especially comparative to the effect that they may have) to  become involved 
together with OSCE  in the settlement  of the Transnistrian  conflict and in the post-
conflict rehabilitation. The EU had such a positive experience  in 2001 when it 
participated in the settlement of  the conflict in Macedonia. 
II.4. Border control.  The Republic of Moldova is the first CIS country that  signed an 
agreement regulating  the activity on its borders with its CIS neighbour (Ukraine), and 
the first one that has already started the demarcation of the frontier.  The most 
complicated issue is in the Transnistrian section of the Moldo-Ukrainian border, where 
the access of Moldovan border authorities is prohibited both by the separatists in 
Transnistria and by the Ukranian authorities. 
In this field the EU could contribute financially to the fitting out of borders and training 
of the necessary personnel which would foster the fluidization of the passenger and 
transport traffic. Moldova participates in the project “Transport and Trade Facilitation in 
South-Eastern Europe”, but this project covers only a very small part of the needs. 
At the same time, the EU could coerce Ukraine to make it more cooperative in the area of 
juxtaposed control of the Moldo-Ukranian border in the Transnistrian sector.      
II.5.  The transfer of Moldova from  TACIS assistance programme to PHARE and 
CARDS. On the one hand, this transfer can be carried out  based on Moldova’ status of 
participant in the  Pact for Stability in  South-Eastern Europe. On the other hand,  a great 
deal of the PHARE funds are going to be released  once the EU is joined by the new 
members in the spring of  2004. 
II.6. Supporting the process of adjustment to the Acquis Communitaire. The pace 
and efficiency  of the activity performed in this sense with the aid of TACIS programme 
leaves a lot to be desired. The quality of the foreign expertise and the lack of interest of 
the previous government have had so far a negative impact on  the results of the carried 
out activities. The situation must be changed urgently, including through the use of other 
countries’ experience. For the Republic of Moldova it would be very helpful if  the use of 
the translated contents of  the Acquis Communitaire was allowed, until now the 
translation being done in Romania. 
II.7.  Building institutional capacity in the field of European integration. At the 
initial stage it is absolutely  necessary to train civil servants. At the same time, 
consultative, organizational and financial support would be required for the operation of  
a ministry on European integration for a period of one year. 
II.8. The policy  towards Ukraine and Russia. Ukraine (just like Russia) constitutes a 
part of  the Transnistria problem and also part of its solution. In this respect  there should 
be taken an action  that would be in everybody’s interest : border control.  Ukraine must 
be helped to strengthen  the control of its borders with Russia and Belarus, and as it has 
been mentioned, must be persuaded to establish a strict control  of the Moldo-Ukrainian 
border on the  Transnistrian sector, by means of the creation of  joint  border control 
posts.  Furthermore, Moldova is interested in  Ukraine’s membership in the WTO. Once 
this objective is achieved,  one could  set the bases for the establishment of a free trade 
area, that would consist of Ukraine, Moldova and Russia. 
The Republic of Moldova is highly interested in stimulating the partnership between 
Russia and the European Union. Russia should be supported to join the WTO and  
persuaded, based on the WTO’s regulations, to contribute to the creation of a free trade 
area zone with the EU, which could be joined by Moldova and Ukraine. Moreover, 
Russia should be convinced  to enter into the  Energy Charter and INOGATE, which is in 
the interest of the business circles in Russia (that at the moment hesitate to take this step  
due to political reasons), Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, the EU and the Caucasus. 
Undoubtedly the EU policy towards Russia  will become one of the  main components of 
the EU neighbourhood policy  However, it is important that the EU, promoting its 
relations with Moldova, take into consideration not only Russia’s interests, but, as 
paradoxical as it sounds, Moldova’s interests too. This refers first of all to the withdrawal  
of the Russian troops  from the territory of Moldova  and  ceasing the support of  the 
separatists in Transnistria. 
II.9. The EU Policy towards Romania.  Romania is the only country  within the 
framework of the Stability Pact, cooperating with which, Moldova could implement  
infrastructure (power, transport, communications) projects. Therefore, Moldova should 
be very interested in participating  in the initial phase  of the development of regional 
projects in order to  better define both its interests and its contribution. A special 
significance would have  an efficient financial and consultative support for the launching  
of the cross-border cooperation between Moldova and Romania, as well as other 
countries in the region. 
Another important aspect is Romania’s entry in the Schengen  space, and the expectation 
that Romania will introduce a visa regime for Moldova. Both here and in Romania there 
are concerns that this step would amplify the feeling of isolation from Romania and 
Europe. 
Going back to the title of the material, we have to admit that the majority of us would like 
the word “unwelcome” to disappear from it. We believe that despite all difficulties, this 
thing can be accomplished. 
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